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R. Przestrzelski 
The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY MS. TURINI, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF DECEMBER 19, 1975, 
BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien advised that while the University had not received official word 
from the Department of Education concerning the Grey Nuns' property, 
announcements which have been made within the past few weeks about the 
property amount to a statement which signifies that the Government does 
not intend to take up the Concordia proposal. The University must now 
concern itself with an alternative solution to the space needs in the down 
town area. 


He announced that he had a meeting earlier this month with the Deans and 
Department Chairmen involved with the two Science operations. This was a 
follow-up to a meeting of the Science Faculties as a whole last May at which 
time he had requested that reports be made in November from the various 
departments as to how Science might be better organized to the best effect 
within Concordia. Some reports have been received which, by and large, 
are not very far reaching and do not go far enough towards solving the real 
problems which we have to face up to now sooner rather than later. 
Consequently he has asked Prof. J. Bordan, Vice-Rector, Academic, to 
meet and discuss with the various people interested in this question so that 
he can come forward with some proposals for the future of Science which 
can be examined and if appropriate, acted upon. 
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Dr. O'Brien advised that he has received a petition signed by some 4,000 
names from the Sir George Williams campus asking that a regulation be 
established to prevent smoking in classrooms, seminar rooms and similar 
spaces. This is not a request that touches types of space other than basically 
the teaching space. Since this proposal is directed specifically to teaching 
space and obviously in the minds of a good many people, it has a real effect 
upon the ability to conduct this part of University life, he proposes to bring 
this question to Senate next month for Senate's opinion. In the interim he 
hoped to get hold of regulations that have been passed at some Universities 
along these lines, for information for Senators. He pointed out that the 
petition came from the Sir George Williams campus only and may or may 
not reflect the opinion on the Loyola campus. 


Concerning a resolution passed at the November 1975 meeting of Senate 
requesting the Board of Governors to prepare a working paper on matters 
touching on the appointment of professors to various bodies and also a 
recommendation to change the wording of the terms of reference of a 
particular body which triggered the first resolution, Dr. O'Brien advised that 
the Board of Governors, as of the last meeting, has before it a draft working 
paper which will be on the agenda for the next meeting of the Board. He 
hoped that after discussion by the Board, the working paper would be 
referred to Senate for consideration. 


During the "question period", Dr. O'Brien explained that we are now at the 
point where we have to consider the combined use of space on both 
campuses. There is no way that Concordia could submit a proposal to the 
Government today concerning space that is based around one campus only. 
He stated, however, that at this point in the evolution of Concordia we are 
not thinking in terms of major relocations of space, and also that the primary 
need of the Sir George Williams campus is for a new Library building and 
secondly for some appropriate athletic space for the use of people on that 
campus. These are, by their very nature, structures which cannot be built on 
the Loyola campus. 


In response to a question on Engineering courses to be offered on the 
Loyola campus, Dean Callaghan advised that there has been no 
consideration on cancelling courses in Engineering at the third year level on 
the Loyola campus and these will continue to be offered next year. In 
addition, he advised that it has been decided to offer the second year of the 
Bachelor of Engineering programme next year on the Loyola campus. 


In response to a question on inter-campus mobility Prof. Whitelaw advised 
that U.C.C.C. has received reports from the various Faculties concerning 
their specific needs for next year. These have been communicated to the 
committee chaired by Mr. Petolas. Dr. O'Brien advised also, that given the 
present time factor, it is unlikely that a bus service would be instituted on an 
experimental basis before the current semester ends. 


Mr. Regan expressed the feeling that Senate should be involved in the 
process of granting of tenure to Professors. He stated that while Faculty 
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councils have the power to make decisions concerning the granting of tenure 
which ultimately are approved by the Board of Governors he could not 
understand how Senate could be bypassed in this all important decision 
making process. In his opinion lists of professors who are recommended 
for tenure and professors who are not being recommended should be 
submitted by Faculty councils to Senate for approval and forwarded to the 
Board of Governors. 


Mr. Regan gave notice of motion "that in the future any granting of tenure to 
professors go from Faculty Councils to Senate for approval." 


Dr. O'Brien advised that Faculty Councils are not involved in the process of 
recommending for tenure. There is a policy on tenure and the procedures are 
somewhat different on each campus. There is a document for each campus 
which describes what the procedures are. 


Serious reservation was expressed over the advertising by an organization 
concerning the availability of term papers in the Loyola News. Prof. Frost 
expressed the belief that there was some agreement in the past at Sir George 
that this type of advertisement would not take place and he asked if there 
was a Concordia wide policy on this. Dr. O'Brien advised that he could not 
recall the strict formalities or any agreements which may or may not have 
existed. This has been discussed in the past and various positions have been 
taken that this kind of advertising be discouraged. At one point advertising 
took the form of notices being posted in the University and this was directly 
under the control of the University, whereas advertisements in the students’ 
newspapers is not. The editorial policies of the students’ newspapers is the 
responsibility of the publishers. 


It was stated that while it may be that the student press can publish 
anything, the University does not have to tolerate the newspaper on the 
campuses. The feeling was expressed that the University should not have to 
tolerate what possibly amounts to criminal action being advertised on the 
campus, nor something which is probably as patently an anti-academic 
device that one could think of. The feeling was also expressed that 
presumably if Senate is dissatisfied with this type of advertising, then 
Senate should write to the Loyola News asking that they not print such 
advertising. 


It was stated that Senate could pass a resolution deploring such advertising 
and hoping that the publication would cease accepting them. There was 
consensus that such advertising appearing in publications on campus is 
undesirable. 


The Secretary was asked to confer with such members of Senate who may 
be best informed as to how the student newspapers might be approached on 
this matter and to proceed to draw this to their attention. 


Dean Breen advised that at the last meeting of the Loyola Faculty of Arts 
and Science Council there was a certain amount of anger in discussion 
because of the distribution of the minutes of the November 7, 1975, 
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meeting of the Sir George Williams Arts Faculty Council not only to 
members of that Council but to all members of Senate. He hesitated to 
mention this at this particular time because there seemed to be, in reading the 
minutes, so much anger and venom and he did not think it would serve any 
useful purpose to perpetuate this discussion in Concordia. However, he felt 
obligated to mention that towards the end of the minutes there was almost a 
charge being made against an officer on the Loyola campus claiming bad 
faith, which is tantamount to giving defamation of character. "That charge is 
based on error of fact, which is most unfortunate. Precisely because of that 
Dean Breen felt that he would, without necessarily entering into a big 
discussion on this, indicate the displeasure of the members of the Loyola 
Arts and Science Faculty Council that this should have appeared and that it 
should have been distributed to all members of Senate and therefore to 
propagate what is tantamount to defamation of character based on error of 
fact. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Committee on Priorities and Resource 
Allocation now has its members appointed and has had its first meeting. 


Senate was advised that the student academic caucus decided to present a 
motion concerning the appointment of student members to Senate bodies. 


It was requested that there be a special order at this particular time to permit 
the motion to be discussed and voted on. 


It was pointed out that this section of the agenda is specifically reserved for 
reports that would not involve the passage of a motion and Senate should be 
reasonably careful in adhering to this. This could however be taken as a 
notice of motion. 


It was argued that there was no other place for this on the agenda and there 
was not likely to be much debate on the motion. It was suggested that this 
might be raised under "new business" at the end of the agenda. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. BUSHE, SECONDED BY MR. RENNIE 
THAT THE NORMAL PROCEDURES BE SET ASIDE IN ORDER TO 
DISCUSS AND VOTE ON THE MOTION. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. BUSHE, SECONDED BY MR. RENNIE, 
THAT IN ANY INSTANCE WHERE THE ENTIRE SENATE IS 
CALLED UPON TO APPOINT FACULTY MEMBERS TO ANY 
COMMITTEES, TASK FORCES OR OTHER SUBORDINATE TYPE OF 
GROUPS; SENATE ALSO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR APPOINTING THE 
STUDENT MEMBERS. 


It was pointed out that if passed, this would become a rule of Senate upon 
itself and it was taken that the intent was to commend this same approach to 
the Board of Governors. 
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It was stated that the motion would permit the continuation of the role of the 
various student associations in submitting nominations. It was suggested 
that the motion might simply be worded "that Senate shall be responsible for 
appointing members to its sub-committees." 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


The Secretary was asked to send a letter to Presidents of all the Student 
Associations advising them of this motion. The letter should clearly spell 
out what appointment and what nomination means. 


Prof. Whitelaw reported that thanks to the efforts of the Conference of 
Rectors there has been a successful meeting between the Vice-Rectors, 
Academic and a special committee of the Ministry of Education to look into 
the matter of certification of teacher training programmes. The result of this 
seems to be a lot more satisfactory procedure which still remains to be 
worked out in detail but which would in effect save us the trouble of having 
to have programmes approved every year or every two or three years. 


He advised also that the C.L.E.S.E.C. special committee on science profiles 
has now decided to go into great detail as to the elements of knowledge 
which are required for entry into science programmes in the Universities. 
This means that the profiles for entry into Science may be delayed until 
sometime further. Gallant attempts by Prof. Whitelaw to suggest short cuts, 
while sympathetically received, were unfortunately not approved. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN DESPLAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BRINK, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE MASTER OF 
ARTS (JUDAIC STUDIES) PROGRAMME (DOC. US-76-1-D1) BE 
APPROVED. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that U.C.C.C. has looked at the proposal and 
recommends that it be approved. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PINSKY, SECONDED BY PROF. GROSS, 
THAT PROF. J. KELLY, FACULTY OF FINE ARTS, BE APPOINTED 
TO THE COMMITTEE ON PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE 
ALLOCATION AS A REPLACEMENT FOR PROF. L. SHERMAN 
(DOC. US-76-1-D5). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Concerning a vacancy for an Evening Student representative on the 
Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation, Senate was advised that 
the Evening Students’ Associations were requesting "observer status" on 
the Committee until such time as elections are held to fill the vacancy. 
However, neither the Chairman of Senate nor the Secretary, has received, 
as yet, a letter to this effect. The situation will be looked into before the next 
Steering Committee meeting. 


76-1-12 IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, SECONDED BY MR. HORGAN, 
THAT THE FOLLOWING BE APPOINTED TO THE SENATE 
LIBRARY COMMITTEE (DOC. US-76-1-D5): 


PROF. J. KORNBLATT - S.G.W. DEPARTMENT OF 
BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES, TO 
MAY 31, 1976 (REPLACING 
PROF. T. DWIVEDI). 


MS. J. CHENG - HEAD OF TECHNICAL 
SERVICES (TEMPORARY 
REPLACEMENT FOR DR. 
KENASY). 


It was pointed out that Ms. J. Cheng would act as Secretary of the 
Committee during this period. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


76-1-13 Concerning the Report from the Ad Hoc Committee on Undergraduate 
Academic Regulations (Doc. US-76-1-D7), Dr, O'Brien advised that the 
Steering Committee has proposed that the Report be received and discussed 
briefly at this meeting and discussed definitively as a priority item for 
adoption at the next meeting of Senate. In the meantime, it is being sent to 
the Faculty Councils for information. Subsequent to the Steering Committee 
meeting it has been suggested that since there is some urgency around these 
questions, it would be preferable for Senate to ignore the recommendation 
of the Steering Committee and proceed immediately to deal with the matter 
at today's meeting. It is up to Senate to decide how it wishes to proceed 
with this. 


Prof. E. Preston, Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee on Undergraduate 
Academic Regulations, in presenting the Report (Doc. US-76-1-D7) 
explained that no grading system in Itself can solve the problem of 
evaluation. Ultimately this rests in the mind of the professor who must 
assign grades through judgement, fairness and consistency. The Committee 
recognizes that while a grading system cannot eliminate the professor's 
problems, it can add to them if it is too rigid. The Committee has attempted 
to produce a grading system which will create the fewest possible 
difficulties for the professor. This system is one which can be adapted to the 
nature of the discipline involved, the pedagogical approach of the professor, 
and the objectives of a particular course. 


The basic feature of this proposal is that professors may submit grades 
either alphabetically or numerically. It also provides more information to the 
student and to the Graduate Schools to which a student may be applying. 
Another feature is the adaptability of the two traditional grading systems, Sir 
George Williams and Loyola, to this proposal. 
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Prof. Preston explained that the previous proposal which the Committee had 
presented to Senate contained the designations of plus (+) and minus (-) to 
the categories of letter grades. However, in view of the fact that the 
transcript will contain the numerical grades, where submitted, as well as the 
alphabetical grades, these designations are no longer necessary. 


Concerning the Advancement Regulations, Prof. Preston advised that the 
previous systems were quantitatively similar although procedurally 
different. On the Loyola campus, these are handled largely through the Dean 
and the Department Chairmen, while on the Sir George Williams campus 
this has been centralized in the Registrar's Office. According to the 
proposed system (Doc. US-76-1-D6) there will be cooperation between all 
areas concerned. 


With respect to the proposal on Academic Achievement Regulations, Prof. 
Preston stated that the Committee had previously calculated that the 
proportion of students graduating "With Distinction" on the Sir George 
Williams campus paralleled quite closely the categories of "Summa. cum 
laude" and "Magna cum laude" on the Loyola campus, (approximately 10%) 
. According to this proposal the proportion of graduates receiving degrees 
with distinction will be roughly 6%. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RENNIE, SECONDED BY MR. BUSHE 
THAT THE PROPOSALS FROM TIM AD HOC COMMITTEE ON 
UNDERGRADUATE ACADEMIC REGULATIONS (DOC. US-76-1-D6) 
BE APPROVED. 


It was agreed that the three parts of the report (Doe. US-76-1-D6) be voted 
on separately. 


The opinion was expressed that it would be regrettable if the Senate were to 
vote on the report at this meeting especially in view of the circulated 
recommendation from the Steering Committee that the report be received 
and discussed briefly and tabled to the February 1976 meeting of Senate. 


It was argued that the Committee has been considering this topic for almost 
a year, that the original submission was sent to Faculty Councils each of 
which submitted a written report on the documentation, that the Committee 
was expanded to include resource people from all Faculties, that these 
faculty resource people supported the recommendations of the Committee, 
and that the approval of these recommendations would be an encouragement 
to the Committee which would like to work on other areas of concern. The 
Registrar stressed that direction was needed in order to begin planning for 
development within Concordia. He has been asked by Faculties to establish 
a common grading system and these proposals would allow such a system 
to be implemented. 


Sympathy was expressed for concerns of the Registrar but it was argued 
that the reasons given for voting on the issue. today did not justify 
bypassing the other segments of the University community. 


Concern was expressed over the apparent inflation of grades which is taking 
place and Senate should be aware of the implications of this before voting of 
the proposals. There are a number of related issues which should be looked 
at, among these is the absence of a policy in the University on evaluation. 
There is also a question as to whose authority exists with respect to grading. 


It was argued that what was before Senate was simply a matter of 
symbolism and method in which a judgement is expressed and the passage 
of these proposals would in no way prejudice the concerns expressed as to 
what these symbols mean. 


Dr. O'Brien expressed the belief that there was an urgency to deal with this 
matter by passing this report or some version of it whether it be at this 
meeting or the February 1976 meeting of Senate. We have now come to 
such a point in the development of this University that we must have a 
common grading system. Next year we will have certain programmes which 
are Identical programmes offered on each campus. For technical reasons we 
have to have a set of common regulations. The lead time needed to 
implement a system to handle whatever the regulations are should not be 
underestimated. The difference between the Steering Committee and the 
Academic Regulations Committee as to whether regulations must be adopted 
this month or next month is really a nuance. Steering Committee proposes 
that this become a priority item next month which means that Senate would 
go through the report and hopefully not adjourn until it is passed in one 
form or another. The Ad Hoc Committee proposes that we do this now. He 
pointed out that if the recommendation from the Steering Committee is 
approved then Faculty Councils certainly would have the opportunity during 
that month to express an opinion if they wish to do so, and also if Faculty 
Councils are unable to get to this item on their agenda they will be passing 
up an opportunity to express an opinion to Senate on the proposals. 
Steering Committee does not propose that the Faculty Councils be asked for 
their views on the grading system but rather it is drawing this to their 
attention so that they may comment if they wish to do so. 


It was suggested that, given the importance of the document (Doc. 
US-76-1-D6), it should be put over to the next Senate meeting and also, 
rather than simply tabling it at this point, that further questioning of the 
document be permitted in order to allow for proper debate in Faculty 
Councils. 


It was argued that Senators received this document together with the 
recommendation from the Steering Committee and it is quite possible that 
Senators themselves have not given the document full scrutiny. The 
recommendation of the Steering Committee should be approved. 


Prof. Preston felt that the problem of inflation of grades should be 
discussed not so much in relation to the grading system as such, but rather 
in the context of a discussion on the philosophy of evaluation. The grading 
system is a tool and a discussion on the philosophy of evaluation should 
consider how the tool is to be used. The numerous problems of evaluation 


cannot be foisted upon the system itself, and must be dealt with regardless 
of whatever system we have. 


By a "straw vote" a majority of Senators voted to proceed now to debate 
Part I of the Report from the Ad Hoc Committee on Undergraduate 
Academic Regulations (Doc. US-76-1-D6). 


During the discussion on the proposed grading system it was pointed out 
that according to the proposal, Professors were not obligated to submit 
numerical grades and those who now submit alphabetical grades could 
continue to do so. 


In response to a question concerning guarantees that the necessary computer 
systems would be developed, Mr. Adams advised that he has already 
submitted a proposal with regards to the University's commitment to 
priorities vis-a-vis computer systems and in any case, the computer systems 
can already cope with the letter grades and the recording of numerical 
grades. 


It was argued that if the numerical values as indicated on page | of the 
report are accepted, a "B" would come to mean the norm and our 
philosophy of evaluation will come to be one based upon a three point 
system as opposed to a four point system. This would represent a deflation 
of evaluation and would mean that the average student rather than the 
superior one would become acceptable in the graduate school. 


It was questioned how the "B" grade as indicated in the proposal 
represented a devaluation when previously there was no numerical 
equivalent in the Sir George system. It was also stated that there are 
Universities of high academic repute which have a "B" category which 
parallels the numerical value indicated in the report. It was further argued 
that there was no Indication in the report that "B" is to be accepted as the 
norm and it was pointed out that the "C" category has been designated as 
"acceptable". 


It was wondered whether there was any justification for having a widening 
of the end points of the various levels, ignoring the "F" category, and 
whether the Committee assumed that this allocation of percentage grades 
reflects at least an integral scale of measure. Unless some serious thought 
has been given to this, one would have to seriously question the uneven 
limits assigned to the various categories. It was further pointed out that there 
were implications for other committees that are presently wrestling with 
evaluation problems. This includes the Honours Task Force. 


It was stated that it was the opinion of the committee that the marginal grade 
was just that. To have a larger span of marks to interpret this category one 
would not really be designating this as a marginal grade. Having examined 
the grade spreads of other Universities, it was found that the "A" grade 
varied from 80 to 100 and 85 to 100 but generally moving towards 80 to 
100 as the designation of the top grade. The feeling was expressed that the 


middle two categories might be a mathematical division which exemplifies 
the difficulties of evaluation. 


It was pointed out that the proposed grading system Is used in other levels 
of the Quebec educational system, and as such it has a certain value of 
continuity. 


AN AMENDMENT VAS MOVED BY PROF. DESPLAND, SECONDED 
BY DEAN BREEN, THAT AFTER TWO YEARS OF OPERATION, A 
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF GRADES BE MADE, COURSE BY 
COURSE, AND THAT THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY BE MADE 
AVAILABLE TO SENATE. 


It was agreed that the reasons for having a grading system were to be able to 
determine those students who were in good academic standing and to what 
extent, and also to be able to inform the outside world of a student's 
standing in a communication format which is understandable to anyone who 
reads it. If we continue to change the grading system year after year 
everyone will have great difficulty in interpreting our transcripts. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Concern was expressed that in any single grading system used, numbers, 
letters, or words, there is always a great deal of confusion around the 
margins and where three possible grading schemes are laid out the room for 
confusion becomes enormous. It was also argued that the use of the term 
"Incomplete" has not been justified and the practice of allowing an extension 
of time to complete a course is a dangerous one. The ground rules for this 
should be very clearly laid down. The use of the "DNW" category was also 
challenged. 


It was also argued that If the individual faculty members do not have the 
opportunity to consider this document we will have a series of 
recommendations coming to Senate to constitute a new committee to study 
the grading system and to make alterations to it. 


Concern was expressed over the proposal to give individual faculty 
members the option of selecting their own grading system and it was argued 
the Faculties should have the right to decide on one or the other of the 
proposed systems. 


It was stated that technically there was nothing to prevent a particular 
Faculty proposing that one system be used within that Faculty. 


It was pointed out that the proposed system was basically an amalgamation 
of the existing systems with one constraint, That is, a forced translation into 
a letter grade is imposed on those who in the past have used a numerical 
grading system. There is absolutely no constraint on those who have used a 
letter grade in the past. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
HOGBEN, THAT THE QUESTION BE CALLED. THIS RESULTED IN 
A TIE VOTE AND THE CHAIRMAN VOTED AGAINST THE MOTION. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VERSCHINGEL, 
SECONDED BY DEAN CALLAGHAN, THAT A FACULTY COUNCIL 
MAY RECOMMEND TO SENATE THAT ONLY ONE OF THE TWO 
SYSTEMS BE USED IN THAT FACULTY. 


It was argued that the option to choose a grading system should be left with 
the individual faculty members, who have a difficult time in making value 
judgement. The flexibility of the amalgamated system should be available to 
them. 


It was suggested that the discussion that is taking place more properly 
belongs at the level of Faculty Councils. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BESSNER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MISRA, THAT THE REPORT FROM THE AD HOC COMMITTEE ON 
UNDERGRADUATE ACADEMIC REGULATIONS (DOC. US-76-1-D6) 
BE TABLED TO THE NEXT SENATE MEETING AS A PRIORITY 
ITEM. 


It was understood that the Deans would assure Senate that they would hold, 
if necessary, a special Faculty Council meeting to discuss the report before 
the next Senate meeting. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Concerning the recommendation on Undergraduate programme structures 
(Doc. US-76-1-D7) it was pointed out that this was a revision of a 
document which was on the Senate agenda for three months last term. 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that the title has been changed to reflect the reality 
that these are not all programmes of "specialization". He pointed out that the 
word "rational" which appeared in the first paragraph of the original text has 
been deleted and also that under "major programme" in the original 
document the interpretation of "field" was not made clear and this has now 
been made parallel to the interpretation given under "Honours programme". 
The "minor program" originally simply stated "a minimum of 24 credits in a 
discipline" and the words "or field" has been added to recognize that there 
are minors in areas that are not necessarily disciplines. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
COHEN THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS ON UNDERGRADUATE 
PROGRAMME STRUCTURES (REVISED) BE APPROVED (DOC. 
US-76-1-D7). 


The feeling was expressed that something on a "double major" should be 
incorporated into the document. It was explained that the feeling of the 


Committee was that the document was general enough as is to allow 
students to take double majors if they so wished. 


A question was asked about the possibility of combining an Honours and a 
Major and it was suggested that the feeling of the Committee was that this 
combination would put the credibility of the institution somewhat in 
question. 


It was argued that a combination of Honours and Major should be a 
possibility and that it should be understood that this possibility be included 
in the document. 


It was suggested that the document describes what an Honours programme 
is, etc., and does not really take a position on whether or not various 
programmes can be combined. 


The feeling was expressed that the statement that "a Major may be combined 
with a minor" gives the impression of not allowing a double major. 


It was suggested that the last sentence in 1.3 and the second sentence in 1.4 
be dropped. 


It was pointed out that this document basically has already been passed by 
Senate and that this particular document was an attempt to present it in a 
somewhat tightened up form. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. BUSHE, SECONDED BY 
MR. MATHESON, THAT THE THIRD SENTENCE IN POINT 1.3 AND 
THE SECOND SENTENCE IN POINT 1.4 BE DELETED AND THAT 
THE STATEMENT "THAT VARIOUS COMBINATIONS OF THE 
ABOVE ARE POSSIBLE AFTER CONSULTATION WITH 
DEPARTMENTS AND FACULTIES CONCERNED" BE ADDED TO 
THE DOCUMENT. 


It was suggested that the document (Doc. US-76-1-D7) be referred back to 
U.C.C.C. with a request that they present Senate with a list of specified 
programme structures. 


It was argued that there was no point in sending the document back until 
Senate makes a decision on a couple of issues, one of which is can an 
Honours programme and a Major programme be combined? If this Is sent 
back, it should be sent back for the U.C.C.C. to return to Senate a set of 
questions asking Senate to make up its mind on these two or three or four 
points. Another document could then be written to take care of the technical 
details. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GRAY, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT THE DOCUMENT (DOC. US-76-1-D7) BE 
REFERRED BACK TO THE U.C.C.C. WITH A REQUEST THAT 
SENATE BE PRESENTED WITH A SPECIFIED LIST OF QUESTIONS 
FOR SENATE TO DECIDE UPON. 


76-1-16 


76-1-17 


76-1-18 


76-1-19 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


It was announced that Mr. Vavaladis was now a Graduate Student 
representative on the Board of Governors and a replacement on Senate will 
be named next month. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERCZI, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT SENATE RECOMMEND THAT THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS GRANT FULL VOTING RIGHTS TO THE TWO 
NON-VOTING MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF 
COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION; THE REGISTRAR'S 
REPRESENTATIVE AND THE LIBRARY REPRESENTATIVE (DOC. 
US-76-1-D3). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. REGAN, SECONDED BY PROF. WALL, 
THAT SENATE RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
THAT COUNCIL MEMBERSHIP BE CHANGED AS FOLLOWS: (DOC. 
US-76-1-D2) 


S.G.W. FACULTY OF ARTS - ADD: 


1 MEMBER OF THE COUNCIL OF THE LOYOLA FACULTY 
OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, APPOINTED BY THAT 
COUNCIL. 


LOYOLA FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE - ADD: 


1 MEMBER OF THE COUNCIL OF THE SIR GEORGE 
WILLIAMS FACULTY OF ARTS, APPOINTED BY THAT 
COUNCIL. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VERSCHINGEL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ENESCO, THAT SENATE RECOMMENDS TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS THAT THE FOLLOWING BE SUBSTITUTED FOR THE 
PRESENT SECTION ON "B" COUNCILLORS IN THE COMPOSITION 
OF THE COUNCIL OF THE SIR GEORGE WILLIAMS FACULTY OF 
SCIENCE (DOC. US-76-1-D4): - 


"B" COUNCILLORS - SIX MEMBERS ELECTED BY THE 
PROFESSORS, ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS, ASSISTANT 
PROFESSORS AND LECTURERS (FULL-TIME) FROM 
AMONG THEIR NUMBER OF THE RANK OF PROFESSOR, 
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OR ASSISTANT PROFESSOR, 
FOR A THREE YEAR TERM. NO MORE THAN FOUR 
SHALL BE FROM THE SAME DEPARTMENT. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


76-1-20 The meeting was adjourned. 


John Noonan, 
Secretary of Senate. 


